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the house in 1626. The greatest orator of his generation, he was
fiery and impulsive by nature, prone to idealize the commons
at the expense of king and lords, and scornful of the daily com-
promises so essential in political life. Through his impatience he
had hazarded the fruits of the session by proposing remon-
strances and attacking Buckingham, for only by the action of
the lords was the king dissuaded from a dissolution, and only
by their intervention was he induced to accept the Petition*
The necessity of conciliating the upper house proved irksome
to Eliot's democratic ardour. On one occasion he had said, *1
am confident that, should the lords desert us, we should yet
continue flourishing and green';1 and the commons proceeded,
under his guidance, to test the truth of this assertion* In parti-
cular they passed a remonstrance—a prototype of the more
famous measure of 1641—detailing grievances in both church
and state and naming their authors, Laud and Ncilc of the first
and Buckingham of the second. The lower house followed this
up by a second remonstrance, denouncing the collection of ton-
nage and poundage as a breach of the fundamental liberties
of the kingdom, because these duties had never been granted
to Charles I by parliament. The king interrupted this hot pace
by a prorogation. The speech that preceded it contained a
statement of his view of the Petition of Right: 'The profession
of both houses, in time of hammering this Petition, was no ways
to intrench upon my prerogative, saying, they had neither inten-
tion nor power to hurt it. Therefore it must needs be conceived
that I have granted no new, but only confirmed the ancient
liberties of my subjects',2 This view prevailed at law during the
years prior to the meeting of the long parliament. When those
members who were imprisoned after the dissolution in 16129
tried to take advantage of the Petition, they were met by the
attorney-general with the following argument:
CA petition in parliament is not a law, yet it is for the honour and
dignity of the king, to observe and keep it faithfully; but h is the duty
of the people not to stretch it, beyond the words and intrntion of
the king. And no other construction cart be made of the Petition, then
to take it as a confirmation of the anticnt liberties and rights of the
subject. So that now the case remains in thts same quality and
degree, as it was before the Petition.*3
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